


Agency: Legislature
Staff Recommmendations:

Paper No. 540: Approve Modification to Bill

Paper No. 541: Approve Modification to BRill

Comments: It’s foolish to lower the estimate of a sum sufficient
appropriation that’s expected to increase by $4.6 million(i.e. as the gov
did) - bad budgeting. Thank FB again for fixing all these DOA - budget
shop errors (and/or “tricky accounting”)

Paper No. 542: Alternative 2

Comments: Another bad/power grab idea from the gov. (see paragraphs
7, 11, ‘12 ‘& 13) Also, see if Jensen wants to do what’'s recommended in
paragraph 14.

Paper No. 543: Approve Modification to Bill

Vi
fy,é
Paper No. 544: Alternatives 3 & 4 (together)

Comments: Probably best not to seem like wild spenders with the
legislature’s budget - go alt 3 (however, alt 2 is also ok, and Don
Schneider might like it better). (see paragraph 5)

(see paragraphs 6, 7, 2 & 10 for reasons why alt 4 should also
be chosen)

Paper No. 545: Alternative 2

Comments: (see paragraphs 3, 4 & 7)

Paper No. 546: Approve Modification to Bill

¥k k%

For items that FB didn’t prepare papers on, no action is needed, since you
are working off the gov’s bill here.

Burke Motion #l: Retirement System Modification for Senators
Burke Motion #2: More GPR for WILIS

Burke Motion #3: Editor Position for the Revisor of Statutes

Note: Jauch has 2 motions - 1 more position at Leg Council for IT; and give
legislature more oversight over large IT projects.



Paper #540 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
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To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Standard Budget Adjustments (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 369, #1]

GOVERNOR

Provide standard budget adjustments for the Legislature of $1,491,100 GPR, -$61,600 PR
and -2.0 PR project positions in 1997-98 and $1,513,100 GPR, -$43,200 PR and -2.0 PR project
positions in 1998-99. Included in the standard budget adjustments is $8,800 GPR annually of
project position salary funding under the Assembly budget for payment of the fifth week of
vacation as cash to eligible employes.

MODIFICATION TO BILL

Shift $8,800 GPR annually from the project position salary line to the permanent position
salary line under the Assembly budget for payment of the fifth week of vacation as cash to
eligible employes. '

Explanation: Salary amounts for the payment of the fifth week of vacation as cash for
eligible employes are always budgeted in the permanent salary line. The modification
provides the recommended funding in the proper expenditure line in the Assembly budget.

Prepared by: Tony Mason
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Paper #541 : 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
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To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Base Level Funding Reductions -- Legislative Documents Appropriation (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 369, #2]

CURRENT LAW

A separate GPR-funded sum sufficient appropriation under the Legislature’s enactment
of state laws function supports costs related to the acquisition, production, retention, sales and
distribution of legislative documents. Current base level funding for the appropriation is
$5,007,100 GPR annually.

GOVERNOR

Reestimate the legislative documents sum sufficient appropriation by -$100,100 GPR
annually to reflect a base level reduction of 2%. As a result of this base level reduction, total
expenditures of $4,907,000 GPR annually would be estimated for this appropriation.

DISCUSSION POINTS
1. Under provisions of the 1995-97 biennial budget act, base level reductions of

approximately 5% were applied to most GPR-funded appropriations under the Legislature,
including the sum sufficient appropriations for Assembly and Senate operations and legislative

~ documents and the appropriations for the legislative services agencies. For the legislative

documents appropriation, this 5% base level reduction amounted to an adjustment of -$295,100
GPR annually.
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2. However, at the same time that this base level reduction was applied to the
legislative documents appropriation, approximately equivalent offsetting increases for unspecified
legislative documents supplies and services costs were also recommended by the Governor and
were subsequently enacted. As a result, this appropriation was effectively held harmless from
the effects of the 5% base level reductions applied to other legislative GPR-funded appropriations
for 1995-97.

3. Furthermore, GPR-funded appropriations from which debt service payments are
made have always been exempted from across-the-board funding reductions of any kind, since
debt service payments are contractual in nature and cannot be reduced or deferred.

4. A review of expenditures which are anticipated to be made from the legislative
documents appropriation during the next biennium has determined that at least $3,091,200 GPR
in 1997-98 and $2,910,200 GPR in 1998-99 must be paid from the legislative documents
appropriation for master lease costs associated with the recent development and installation of
the new legislative drafting system (Text 2000) and other recent IT upgrades and initiatives for
the Legislature. These master lease payments are equivalent to debt service payments in that they
may not be reduced or deferred.

5. Other expenditures from this appropriation support the production and printing of
all legislative bills and documents, session laws, the Wisconsin Statutes and the biennial edition
of the Blue Book. Many of these expenditures are for activities which are fundamental to the
workings of the Legislature. Consequently, it may be difficult to arbitrarily reduce these types
of expenditures by some fixed percentage. :

6. Given that: (a) the legislative documents appropriation was effectively exempted
from the 5% base level reductions applied to other legislative sum sufficient appropriations for
the current biennium,; and (b) the appropriation primarily supports activities (such as, master lease
payments and the production of public documents) which are central to the Legislature’s
operation and therefore, cannot easily be curtailed or eliminated, the Committee may conclude
that the appropriation should not be subject to a base level reduction during the 1997-99
biennium.

7. Under the Governor’s budget, the amount included for estimated expenditures from
the appropriation simply represents the base year level less the 2% cut applied by the Governor.
Apparently, neither the agency nor the Governor reviewed expenditure trends to develop
expenditure amounts from the appropriation required in 1997-98 and 1998-99 sufficient to fund
the current activities supported from the appropriation. Based on the current level of
expenditures from the appropriation, existing master lease commitments and the publication
cycles for the Blue Book, session laws and the Wisconsin Statutes, total expenditures of
$7,132,100 GPR in 1997-98 and $7,309,100 GPR in 1998-99 are indicated. These expenditure
estimates would require additional funding of $2,225,100 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,402,100 GPR
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in 1998-99 above the estimates contained in the bill. The Committee could reestimate sum
expenditures in this amount to support projected expenditure needs during the next biennium.

MODIFICATION TO BILL

Modify the Governor’s recommendation by: (a) exempting the legislative documents
appropriation from any base level funding reduction; and (b) increasing estimated expenditures
from the legislative documents appropriation by $2,225,100 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,402,100 GPR
in 1998-99 to fully fund master lease and documents costs payable from the appropriation.

Modification GPR

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $4,627,200

MO# W\i%fh h w’hm
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Paper #542 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
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To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE

JFC Approval of Federal Block Grants (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 370, #3]

CURRENT LAW

Whenever any new federal law is enacted which authorizes the distribution of federal
block grants, the Governor is prohibited from administering and any state agency is prohibited
from encumbering or expending any monies received as a part of the block grant until the Joint
Committee on Finance has had an opportunity to review and approve the proposed expenditure
of funds under a 14-day passive review process.

GOVERNOR

Modify current law to provide that any review and approval of federal block grants by
the Joint Committee on Finance would be required only if the Secretary of the Department of
Administration determines that the block grant funds are not reflected in the estimates of federal
revenues contained in the biennial budget for the fiscal year in which the monies received as a
part of the block grant will be encumbered or expended.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Prior to the enactment of 1995 Wisconsin Act 132, the statutes generally provided
that whenever the federal government makes available funds for specified purposes, the Governor
is authorized to accept the funds on behalf of the state. In addition, the Governor was permitted
to designate the state agency that was to administer the federal funds.
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2. Generally, there was no provision for any specific legislative review of federal
funds received before the designated state agency could begin to expend the federal funds (except
to the extent that a modification of state law would be required to accomplish the federal
purpose, such as providing state matching funds). There was and continues to be a limited
review required for certain types of federal funds. For example, the Department of
Administration is required to receive approval from the Joint Committee on Finance to expend
federal low-income energy assistance funds if the funds received in a federal fiscal year total less
than 90% of the amount received in the previous fiscal year.

3. Another example relates to federal social services block grant funds. The
Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) is required to submit to the Legislature a
copy of the state’s annual application and plan for the expenditure of federal social services block
grant funds. The appropriate standing committees of the Legislature are then required to review
the plan, including holding public hearings, and submit their recommendations regarding the plan
to DHFS. The Department is prohibited from using the federal social services block grant funds
until the Joint Committee on Finance approves the plan.

4, In the last legislative session, there were numerous legislative concerns raised
about a concerted legislative effort in the Congress aimed at consolidating a variety of federal
grant programs into a much smaller number of broad federal block grants. In general, one of the
goals of such consolidation of federal funds into block grants was to allow the states to have
greater latitude regarding the expenditure of these funds.

5. In particular, proposals relating to possible welfare reform and modifications of .

the state/federal medicaid program were of paramount concern. Intense lobbying occurred from

the states’ governors and from the state legislatures regarding the balance of executive and
legislative discretion in the ability of states to determine the specific allocation of federal funds

that would be received under the block grants. State legislatures’ concerns focused on what came

to be called the "Brown amendment” (after U.S. Senator Hank Brown of Colorado) which was

aimed at requiring that any federal funds provided to a state under the new block grants could

be expended only in accordance with laws applicable to expenditure of the state’s own revenues,
including appropriation by the state legislature.

6. During their review of the Governor’s recommended budget for 1995-97, members
of the Joint Committee on Finance also raised similar concerns about ensuring the Legislature’s
involvement in policy setting and fiscal allocation for the state agency programs that would be
receiving the federal funds under the new block grant programs. The Committee added to the
biennial budget language to expressly provide that no federal block grants could be allocated by
the Governor nor expended by any state agency without the prior approval of the Joint
Committee on Finance. This provision was included in the final budget as passed by the
Legislature. However, the Governor exercised the partial veto to delete the provision from the

final budget act.
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7. Subsequently, 1995 Assembly Bill 639 dealing with the same subject was
introduced on October 26, 1995. A total of 61 Representatives and 24 Senators were sponsors
of the bill. The bill, as introduced, was passed unchanged by both houses (98-0 in the Assembly
and by voice vote in the Senate). It was signed by the Governor and became law as 1995
Wisconsin Act 132 on January 6, 1996.

8. Act 132 created a provision regarding federal block grants funds and legislative
review of the use of such funds that was intentionally designed to be of broad scope, particularly
in view of the potential federal changes under consideration at that time. Specifically, the law
provides that whenever a block grant is made to this state, under any federal law enacted after
August 31, 1995, which authorizes the distribution of block grant funds to the state, the Governor
is prohibited from administering and state agencies are prohibited from encumbering or
expending any such funds until a proposal regarding the use of such block grant monies has been
submitted to the Joint Committee on Finance for approval under a 14-day passive review process.

9. The Governor’s budget proposes to amend this statute to provide that such Joint
Committee on Finance approval would only be required if the Secretary of DOA determined, for
a given block grant covered by the new law, that the monies to be distributed to the state are not
already reflected in the biennial budget act schedule of appropriations for the fiscal year in which
the monies from the federal block grant will be encumbered or expended. o

10.  The Department of Administration indicates that the rationale for the change is that
it does not want to tie up its time and the Committee’s time in reviewing such block grant
funding requests if the funds that are received have already been approved as a part of the
biennial budget process.

11.  The principal difficultly with the proposal is that it leaves the determination as to
which federal block grant amounts are not reflected in the biennial budget estimates entirely to
the Secretary of DOA. This is due to the following factors.

. First, the current appropriation structure for federal funds establishes federal
appropriations as open-ended in nature. That is, the dollar amounts in the schedule are merely
estimates of the amount of federal funds that state agencies expect to expend.

. Second, the federal funds appropriations are frequently broad in nature, specifying
that the funds appropriated represent, "all moneys received from the federal government or any
of its agencies for continuing programs to be expended as aids to individuals or organizations for
the purposes specified” or are "all block grant moneys received from the federal government or
any of its agencies to be expended as aids to individuals or organizations."”

. Third, even in the case of new block grant appropriations that have been created,

they are not always limited to a specific federal block grant. For example, in the Department of
Workforce Development under its economic support program in the appropriation schedule, there
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are two federal revenue appropriations specifically relating to block grant funds: one for federal
block grant operations and one for federal block grant aids. These new appropriations were
created as a result of the implementation of the W-2 program and the use of federal block grant
funds under the federal TANF (temporary assistance to needy families program) block grant
program. However, included in these appropriation amounts as listed in the appropriations
schedule in the budget bill are funds from two block grants: the TANF block grant and the
federal child care development block grant. Further, these separate block grant appropriations
were also created as continuing appropriations so that the amounts in the schedule are not limited
but merely represent estimates of expected expenditures.

12.  The proposed changes by the Governor raise the following concerns:

* Regarding the total amounts included in the appropriation for federal funds, if more
than one federal block grant is funded from that appropriation, by what means does the Secretary
of DOA determine whether the actual block grant funds received are the same as those in the

adopted biennial budget act?

 Even if the appropriation language provides that only the funds from a single federal
block grant program can be deposited and expended from that appropriation and the dollars
received are exactly the same as were included in the biennial budget act appropriations schedule,
how does this ensure that the expenditures on program components are unchanged?

* The proposed language presumably addresses situations where more federal block grant
funds are actually received than are reflected in the estimated expenditure amounts from the
federal block grant appropriation. It is unclear whether the term "reflected” includes situations
where less revenues are received than the total figure included in the appropriation schedule.

13. It could be argued that if the administration feels the current language is unduly
burdensome administratively, some change to current statute may be warranted. However, any
changes need to be carefully designed to ensure that the Legislature’s statutory authority to be
involved in setting fiscal policy for the expenditure of federal block grant funds is not lessened.
The Committee could decide to delete the changes proposed by the Governor to current law from

the budget.

14.  The Co-chairs of the Committee could then direct DOA and the Legislative Fiscal
Bureau to develop a draft of alternative statutory language that would address problems the
administration sees with the current language and at the same time deal with the concerns of
importance to the Legislature. The Co-chairs could provide that such draft language be submitted
to the Committee for its consideration and possible introduction as separate legislation in the next

floor period.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approv
pprove the Governor’s recommendation.

2. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Terry Rhodes
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Paper #543 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
N

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Replacement of Assembly Copiers (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 371, #4]

CURRENT LAW

The Assembly has base level supplies and services funding of $2,491,200 GPR annually.

GOVERNOR

Provide $91,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $12,400 GPR in 1998-99 to fund: (1) the purchase
of five copiers for the Assembly to replace current equipment ($79,200 GPR in 1997-98); and
(2) increased maintenance and servicing costs ($12,400 GPR annually) for the new equipment.

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The Assembly Chief Clerk has determined that Assembly base level resources will
be sufficient to permit the purchase of the five new copiers during the 1996-97 fiscal year.

2. Purchase orders for the copiers have already been approved and issued, with
funding to be provided from the Assembly’s 1996-97 budget.

3. The Assembly Chief Clerk has identified increased copier maintenance costs of

$12,400 GPR annually that should still be provided during the 1997-99 biennium. The Governor
has previously recommended this maintenance funding for the Assembly copiers.

Legislature (Paper #543) : Page 1



MODIFICATION TO BILL

Modify the bill by deleting $79,200 GPR in 1997-98 for the purchase of five new copiers 6
for the Assembly since this equipment will now be purchased before the end of the current fiscal

year. [Increased maintenance and servicing costs for the new equipment (312,400 GPR annually)
would continue to be provided under the modification. ]

Alternative 1 GPR

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $79,200

\(m\

Prepared by: Tony Maéon '
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Paper #544 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
MMM

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Dues Payments to National Associations (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 369, #2 and Page 371, #6]

CURRENT LAW

A sum sufficient appropriation funds the costs of the Legislature’s membership in various
national associations. The current base level expenditure estimate for the appropriation is
$222,500 GPR annually. This level of funding provides dues payments to six different national

associations.

GOVERNOR

Two recommendations of the Governor would affect the expenditure estimates for this
appropriation:

» First, the Govemor would increase the appropriation by $5,500 GPR in 1997-98 and
$10,200 GPR in 1998-99 to fully fund the projected dues increases associated with the national
association memberships.

« Second, the Governor would reduce the appropriation by $4,400 GPR annually to reflect
a base level reduction of 2%.

" As a result of these actions, the total expenditure levels estimated for the appropriation
would be $223,600 GPR in 1997-98 and $228,300 GPR in 1998-99.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. The total projected national association membership costs for the 1997-99 fiscal 6
biennium payable from this appropriation, as also affected by the Governor’s 2% base level

reduction, are as follows:

Projected Dues Payments

Organization 1997-98 1998-99
National Conference of State Legislatures $116,200 $120,900
Council of State Governments 102,300 102,300*
State and Local Legal Center 6,000 6,000
National Conference of Insurance Legislators 2,000 2,000
National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances 1,000 1,000
National Association on Administrative Rules Review 500 500
Subtotal $228,000 $232,700
Less 2% Base Level Reduction -4.400 -4.400 |
Total $223,600 $228,300

2 1998-99 dues level not yet determined.

2. It is not known how a 2% base level reduction recommended for this appropriation
would actually be implemented. It is possible that one or more of the memberships in
associations requiring relatively modest annual dues could be suspended, or the dues payments
to several associations could be prorated. In the last budget, the Governor did not apply a base
level reduction to this appropriation.

3.  However, most national associations request or require that member states provide
some advance notice of suspensions or terminations of membership so that such changes will not
have an unduly disruptive impact on the organization’s budget. Further, in the event of a
proration of one or more dues payments, it is not known whether a partial dues payment would
result in a request for backpayment from those organizations.

4.  Under the budget for the Office of the Governor, the sum sufficient appropriation to
fund the Executive Office’s membership in national associations has been estimated at a level
sufficient to fully fund all national association dues currently payable from the appropriation.
No 2% base level reduction was applied to that appropriation. [The 2% overall base level
reduction achieved for the Office of the Governor was effected by reducing base level
expenditure estimates in other appropriations by somewhat more than 2%.] '
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5.  If the Committee believes that the Legislature’s appropriation to fund memberships
in national associations should similarly be exempted from a base level reduction which could
have the effect of requiring dues prorations, it could increase the required dues payment levels
by $4,400 GPR annually in order to fully fund the appropriation. Further, if the Committee
deems it desirable to provide an offsetting adjustment to these increases, it could distribute a
comparable dollar reduction to one or more of the other appropriations for the Legislature.

6. The Committee could also consider whether the annual dues assessments for the
Council of State Governments should continue to be paid from the Legislature’s membership in
national associations appropriation or whether there may be a more suitable appropriation from
which to fund Council dues payments.

7.  The rationale for such a shift is based on the fact that the Council of State
Governments is not an entity that serves the legislative branch exclusively. The Council
characterizes itself as an organization which "has served the three branches of state government
for most of the 20th century.” The Council’s executive committee is comprised of governors,
legislators, chief justices, lieutenant governors, secretaries of state and state treasurers.

8.  The special and executive committees under the Department of Administration [s.
20.505(3)(a)] consists of funds for: (a) expenses of special committees created by law or
executive order; and (b) state membership dues for the state participation in certain national or
regional interstate governmental bodies as established by statute or as the Governor otherwise
determines. Base level funding for this appropriation is $186,600 GPR of which $159,100 was
allotted to association membership dues. The dues portion of this appropriation currently funds
a variety of multistate organizations including the Education Commission of the States and the
U. S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, both of which are joint legislative
branch/executive branch organizations.

9. It could be argued that it would be more appropriate to fund the annual dues of a

similar type of multi-branch organization like Council of State Governments from this

appropriation under DOA rather than through the Legislature’s appropriation which otherwise
supports association memberships in organizations which have principally a legislative branch

focus.

10. The Committee could reduce the Legislature’s national association membership dues
appropriation by $102,300 GPR annually; (b) provide an additional $102,300 GPR annually under
the appropriation for special and executive committees and interstate bodies; and (c) modify the
statutory program purposes of each appropriation to reflect the transfer of dues payment
responsibilities for the Council of State Governments from the appropriation for legislative
memberships in national associations appropriation to the appropriation for special and executive
committees and interstate bodies.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
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Paper #545 1997-99 Budget May 29, 1997
M

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Commission on Uniform State Laws (Legislature)

[LFB Summary: Page 372, #7]

CURRENT LAW

The nine-member Wisconsin Commission on Uniform State Laws advises the Legislature
on model laws and uniform acts. The Commission consists of two Senators and two
Representatives from the two major political parties, appointed as are members of standing
committees in their respective houses, to two-year terms; two public members appointed by the
Govemnor to four-year terms; the Revisor of Statutes; the Chief of the Legislative Reference
Bureau or a designee; and the Director of the Legislative Council or a designee. Members of the
Wisconsin Commission are automatically members of the National Conference of Commissioners

of Uniform State Laws.

Base level funding of $34,600 GPR annually is provided under a separate biennial
appropriation for the Commission and supports: (1) the state’s annual dues payments ($22,400
GPR annually); and (2) the travel and related expenses for the five nonlegislator members of the
Commission who attend its annual National Conference ($12,200 GPR annually). Delegates who
are legislators have their expenses funded from the general program operations appropriations of
the Assembly and the Senate.

GOVERNOR

Provide an additional $1,500 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,600 GPR in 1998-99 for: (1)
increased annual state dues payments ($1,100 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,300 GPR in 1998-99); and
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(2) increased travel expenses for nonlegislator delegates’ attendance at the annual meetings of
National Conference ($400 GPR in 1997-98 and $300 GPR in 1998-99).

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. A separate appropriation to fund both the state’s annual dues to Commission on
Uniform State Laws and state delegates’ travel expenses to the annual National Conference was
first created by Chapter 312, Laws of 1957.

2. Subsequently, Chapter 310, Laws of 1967, established an appropriation to fund the
costs of the Legislature’s annual dues payments to other national associations. Currently, this
is a sum sufficient appropriation and supports annual dues payments to such entities as the
National Association of State Legislatures, the National Conference of Insurance Legislatures,
and the National Committee on Uniform State Traffic Laws and Ordinances.

3. These two appropriations have remained separate since their creation, despite
having comparable expenditure purposes: the payment of dues to national associations. There
does not appear to be any compelling rationale for why the annual dues payments for the
Conference on Uniform State Laws should continue to be paid from one appropriation while all
other association dues for the Legislature are paid from another appropriation.

4, Similarly, there does not appear to be any reason why nonlegislator delegate travel
expenses for attending the annual National Conference, to the extent that they are to be provided,
could not be funded from: (a) the budgets of the legislative service agency offices for the
delegates from those offices; and (b) the Revisor of Statutes, for those public member delegates
who are appointed by the Governor. ' '

5. With respect to the funding level currently provided for travel expenses, the
Commission’s appropriation has base level funding of $12,200 GPR annually for such costs
incurred by the nonlegislator delegates. The Governor has recommended providing an additional
$400 GPR in 1997-98 and $300 GPR in 1998-99 for travel and meeting expense cost increases.
The current level of meeting expense funding has been provided since the 1994-95 fiscal year.
While the total amount of expenses claimed is dependent on such factors as the meeting site and
the number of delegates actually attending the National Conference, the current base level of
funding has proven to be sufficient to support all eligible delegates’ expenses since 1994-95.
(Total meeting related expenses were $6,314 in 1994-95; $8,788 in 1995-96 and $10,736 in 1996-
97.) Accordingly, it appears that the additional $400 GPR in 1997-98 and $300 GPR in 1998-99,
as recommended by the Governor, would not be required.

6. Further, if current base level meeting expense funds were instead apportioned
among the service agencies sending delegates to the National Conference, $2,400 GPR could be
provided annually to the respective budgets of the Legislative Council and the Legislative
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Reference Bureau and $7,400 GPR annually could be provided to the budget of the Revisor of
Statutes for the Revisor, who is a delegate, and for the two public members, whose expenses
could be funded from the Revisor’s budget.

7. If the Committee believes that annual dues payments for the Commission should
be consolidated with and funded from the Legislature’s existing appropriation for such payments

to national associations and that nonlegislator delegates’ meeting expenses should be funded from

the appropriate legislative service agency, it could:
« Repeal the separate appropriation for the Commission on Uniform State Laws;

« Transfer the $23,500 GPR in 1997-98 and $24,700 GPR in 1998-99 recommended by
the Governor for annual dues payments for the National Conference of the Commission on
Uniform State Laws to the Legislature’s membership in national associations appropriation and
enumerate these payments under the listed purposes of the appropriation;

« Delete $400 GPR in 1997-98 and $300 GPR in 1998-99 recommended by the Governor
for increased National Conference travel and meeting expense funding and transfer the remaining
base level meeting expense funding as follows: $2,400 GPR annually to the respective budgets
of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Reference Bureau and $7,400 GPR annually to the
budget of the Revisor of Statutes; and

e Include statutory language specifying that National Conference delegates who are
appointed by the Governor would receive travel and meeting expense reimbursement from the
appropriation funding the Revisor of Statutes.

8. Finally, the Committee could consider providing travel and meeting expense-
funding only for the two public members appointed by the Governor. Under this approach,
$4,800 GPR annually could be provided to the Revisor’s budget (along with the appropriate
statutory language) to fund the expenses of the public members and an additional $7,400 GPR
annually of base level funding could be deleted. Under this approach, the expenses of delegates
from the legislative services agencies would have to be funded from these agencies’ base level
resources. This approach could be argued on the grounds that any member of the Commission
may, but is not required to, attend the annual National Conference. While all members may find
it beneficial to attend the annual meeting, requiring that the travel expenses be charged to the
appropriate service agency budget would require prioritization of existing travel and conference
expenditures by the respective agency. This approach would also be consistent with the manner
by which the travel and meeting expenses of the legislative delegates to the National Conference

are paid.

9. Opponents of this change would note that travel and meeting expenses have
historically been separately provided for service agency delegates. Further, if the affected service
agencies’ travel budgets were not increased to cover the costs now budgeted to this separate
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appropriation, this circumstance could affect the respective agencies’ ability to have their delegate
representative attend the annual National Conference.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide an additional $1,500 GPR in
1997-98 and $3,600 GPR in 1998-99 for the Commission on Uniform State Laws.

2. Repeal the separate appropriation for the Commission on Uniform State Laws.
Transfer the $23,500 GPR in 1997-98 and $24,700 GPR in 1998-99 recommended by the
Govemor for annual dues payments for the National Conference of the Commission on Uniform
State Laws to the Legislature’s membership in national associations appropriation and enumerate
such payments under the listed purposes of the appropriation. Transfer base level travel and
meeting expense funding to the respective budgets of the Legislative Council (52,400 GPR

-annually), the Legislative Reference Bureau ($2,400 GPR annually) and the Revisor of Statutes

($7,400 GPR annually). Include statutory language specifying that National Conference delegates
who are appointed by the Governor would receive travel and meeting expense reimbursement
from the appropriation funding the Revisor of Statutes.

Alternative 2 GPR
1997-89 FUNDING (Change to Bill - $700
3. Repeal the separate appropriation for the Commission on Uniform State Laws.

Transfer the $23,500 GPR in 1997-98 and $24,700 GPR in 1998-99 recommended by the

Governor for annual dues payments for the National Conference of the Commission on Uniform
State Laws to the Legislature’s membership in national associations appropriation and enumerate

such payments under the listed purposes of the appropriation. Delete $7,400 GPR annually of

base level funding for National Conference travel and meeting expense costs and transferring the

remaining base level meeting expense funding ($4,800 GPR annually) to the budget of the

Revisor of Statutes. Include statutory language specifying that National Conference delegates

who are appointed by the Governor would receive travel and meeting expense reimbursement

from the appropriation funding the Revisor of Statutes.

Alternative 3 GPR

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $15,500

Prepared by: Tony Mason
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To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Capitol Offices Relocation Appropriation (Legislature/Miscellaneous Appropriations)

GOVERNOR

Estimate the annual costs during the 1997-99 biennium associated with the relocation of
executive branch, legislative branch and judicial branch agencies from the State Capitol during
renovation of the building at the current base level of $2,113,500 GPR annually.

MODIFICATION TO BILL

Reestimate Capitol offices relocation costs by $182,300 GPR in 1997-98 and $304,100
GPR in 1998-99 for a total of $2,295,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $2,417,600 GPR in 1998-99.

Explanation:  The modification is based on scheduled existing lease rental cost
increases, inflation adjusted utilities costs, and miscellaneous services. Miscellaneous
services costs include an estimated $50,000 GPR in 1998-99 associated with the
completion of the South Wing and the removal of tenants from the East Wing.

Modification GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $486,400

Prepared by: Tony Mason
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Senator Burke

LEGISLATURE

Determination of Earings for Retirement Purposes
for Certain Elected Officials

Motion:

Move to modify the modify the current statutory definitions of "earnings" and "final

average earnings” used for the Wisconsin Retirement System (WRS) to provide:

(1) For the purpose of determining "earnings" for retirement purposes for State Senators
only, specify that earnings means any compensation which would have been payable to the WRS
participant if the participant had not been prohibited by law from receiving the increase in
compensation on the effective date of that increase in compensation; and

(2) For the purpose of determining "final average earnings” for retirement purposes for
State Senators only, specify that such WRS participants may elect to have final average earnings
computed as an amount equal to one-twelfth of the annual salary which would have been payable
to the WRS participant during the last completed month in which the WRS participant was a
participating employe in such a position if the participant had not been prohibited by law from
receiving the increase in compensation on the effective date of that increase in compensation, but
only with respect to service as a state elected official.

Note:

Under current law, for state elected officials who are prohibited by law from receiving an
increase in compensation during their term of office, WRS earnings are based on the earnings
which would have been payable to the WRS participant if the participant had not been prohibited
by law from receiving the increase in compensation during his or her term of office.

Similarly, for state elected officials who are prohibited by law from receiving an increase
in compensation during their term of office, such state elected officials have the option of basing
their WRS final average earnings amount (used for the purpose of determining a WRS retirement
annuity) on one-twelfth of the annual salary which would have been payable to the WRS
participant during the last completed month in which the WRS participant was a participating

Motion #3068 (over)



employe in such a position if the participant had not been prohibited by law from receiving the
increase in compensation during his or her term of office. ‘

For legislators, the operation of these current law provisions has different effects,
depending on whether the individual is a State Representative or a State Senator.

All members of the Assembly are prohibited from receiving an increase in compensation
during their two-year term of office. Thus, members who were elected to the 1995 Legislature,
for example, received an annual salary of $38,056 upon taking office. Subsequently, the Joint
Committee on Employment Relations approved a compensation plan which provided new salary
rates for legislators of $38,440 in 1995-96 and $39,111 in 1996-97. Although the members of
the Assembly were prohibited from actually receiving more than $38,056 annually during their
term, the interim increases in the rates for the office of legislator to $38,440 in 1995-96 and
$39,111 in 1996-97 could be used for determining WRS "earnings" and "final average earnings”

figures.

Members of the State Senate are affected by Article IV, Section 26(2)(b) of the Wisconsin
Constitution, which authorizes hold-over State Senators to receive a mid-term salary increase
following a general election and upon the seating of a new Assembly. Thus, State Senators are
not deemed to be state elected officials who are prohibited from receiving an increase in
compensation during their term of office. Consequently, other than for the single mid-term
adjustment for hold-over State Senators, they may not avail themselves of the any other interim
increases authorized under a compensation plan in the salary rate for the office of legislator for

the purpose of WRS earnings and final average earnings treatment.

This motion would provide that State Senators may have their compensation for the
purpose of determining WRS "earnings” and "final average earnings" determined in the same

manner as used for State Representatives.
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Senator Burke
Representative Jensen

LEGISLATURE

Publications Supervisor Position
for the Revisor of Statutes Bureau

Motion:
Move to authorize 1.0 GPR classified publications supervisor position in the Revisor of
Statutes Bureau and increase the Bureau’s budget by $28,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $39,600 GPR

in 1998-99..

Note:
The Revisor of Statutes Bureau currently has 4.0 publications editors and 1.0 management

information specialist position involved in the editing the Wisconsin Statutes and the Wisconsin
This motion would authorize an additional position to supervise this

Administrative Code.
existing staff.

(Change to Bill: $68,400 GPR and 1.0 GPR position]
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Senator Burke
Representative Jensen

LEGISLATURE

Funding Increases for Reclassification Costs of
Legislative Data Processing Staff (WILIS)

Motion:

Move to provide $64,900 GPR annually for reclassification costs for current WILIS staff.

Note:
The Wisconsin Integrated Legislative Information Service (WILIS) staff provide data
processing services for the Legislature. Base level staffing for WILIS is 18.0 FTE positions.

This motion would provide funding for reclassification costs for existing staff.

[Change to Bill: $129,800 GPR]
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Representative Kaufert
LEGISLATURE

Retirement Research Committee Study of the Feasibility of
Reopening the Variable Trust Fund to Participants of the Wisconsin Retirement System

Motion:

Move to include a session law provision directing the Retirement Research Committee, in
cooperation with the Department of Employe Trust Funds and the State Investment Board, to
study the feasibility and cost implications of reopening the variable retirement investment trust
to Wisconsin Retirement System (WRS) participants. Direct that the study include: (1) an
assessment of the impact of the reopening the variable retirement investment trust fund on
employer-required contribution rates; (2) an examination of the potential impact on fixed
retirement investment trust fund investments, if assets are transferred to the variable retirement
investment trust fund; (3) an evaluation of whether there would be additional administrative
workload associated with reopening the variable fund; and (4) a review of the implications for
active participants on selecting the option of participating in the variable trust. Specify that a
report containing a summary of the Committee’s findings and recommendations be submitted to
the Joint Committee on Finance by January 1, 1998.

Note:

Prior to the enactment of Chapter 221, Laws of 1979 (April 30, 1980), participants in the
WRS had a one-time option (upon initial employment) of crediting up to 50% of their retirement
contributions and matching employer contributions to the variable retirement investment trust
fund, where such contributions received interest credits based on the actual earnings of the fund.
The remaining contributions were credited to the fixed retirement investment trust fund. Since
April 30, 1980, the variable trust has been closed to new WRS participants. Currently, all new
WRS participants have their contributions credited only to the fixed trust. Participants hired prior
to 1981 receive fixed trust interest credits at the effective (actual) rate of earnings, while
participants hired after that date receive annual interest credits equal to 5.0% of the balances on
account.

This motion would direct the Legislature’s Retirement Research Committee, in cooperation

- with ETF and the Investment Board, to study the feasibility of reopening the variable trust to all

WRS participants. Since reopening the variable fund could potentially have contribution rate,
investment management, administrative and participant decision consequences, the RRC is
requested to specifically include in its study a review of these matters and provide a report,
including recommendations, to the Joint Committee on Finance by January 1, 1998.

Motion #3040
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Senator Jauch

LEGISLATURE

Funding for Staff Analyst Position
on the Legislative Council Staff

Motion:
Move to increase the Legislative Council budget by $37,400 GPR in 1997-98 and $48,800

GPR in 1998-99 to fund an analyst position for the Legislative Council Staff.

Note:
This motion would fund a vacant, unfunded position on the Legislative Council Staff.

Funding would be provided for the vacant position to function as a staff analyst and to be
assigned to staff the Joint Committee on Information Policy.

[Change to Bill: $86,200 GPR]
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Senator Jauch

ADMINISTRATION/LEGISLATURE

Large Information Technology Systems Oversight

Motion:

Move to require the Department of Administration (DOA), to submit, semiannually, a
report to the Joint Committee on Information Policy and the Joint Committee on Finance which
identifies and describes all existing or planned information technology system development and
procurement projects which will cost the state more than $1 million in any fiscal biennium.
Require that the first such report be submitted no later than September 1, 1997.

Further, authorize the Joint Committee on Information Policy and the Joint Committee on
Finance, to jointly direct DOA to submit a semiannual report to the Joint Committees on any
specific IT system which is being designed, developed, implemented or tested and which will
cost the state more than $1 million in any fiscal biennium. Require that any such report shall
include all of the following:

a. The major stages and substages of the project, including the assessment of need,
design, implementation and testing stages and their major substages.

b.  The scheduled, estimated and actual completion dates for each major stage and
substage.

c. The budgeted amounts and amounts actually expended on each major stage and
substage.

d.  An evaluation of the project, including problems encountered and risks associated
with proceeding to the next stage of the project.

Note:

This motion would provide procedures for legislative oversight of large IT projects by the
Joint Committee on Information Policy and the Joint Committee on Finance. The Joint
Committee on Information Policy unanimously adopted a similar motion on May 8, 1997, and
recommended its consideration by the Joint Committee on Finance for inclusion in the budget.

Motion #1599
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Representative Albers

LEGISLATURE

Prohibit Elective State Officials from Holding Any Other Salaried State Position

Motion:

Move to include statutory language prohibiting any elective state official from holding any
other position or being retained in any other capacity with any agency or authority in state
government, other than an unsalaried position or unpaid service with such entities that is
compatible with the official’s duties and the emoluments of which are limited to reimbursement
for actual and necessary expenses incurred in the performance of those duties.

Note:

This motion would incorporate the provisions of 1995 Assembly Bill 206 into the budget
bill.

Under current law, no individual who is employed or retained in a full-time position or
capacity with a state agency (including the Legislature) or authority (other than the World Dairy
Center Authority) may hold any position or be retained in any capacity with any other state
agency or authority from which the individual receives more than $12,000 as compensation
during the same year. Current law does not apply to an individual who has a full-time
appointment for less than twelve months, during a period of time that is not included in the
appointment.

This motion would prohibit such employment for elected state officials; however, such
officials would be able to perform unpaid or unsalaried services, for which expenses could be
paid. The currently law exception for an individual who has a full-time appointment for less than
twelve months, during a period of time that is not included in the appointment would also be
eliminated as it relates to elected state officials.
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Representative Jensen

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENT FUND/LEGISLATURE

Creation of a Wisconsin Information Service Council and
Wisconsin Information Service Plan

Motion:
Move to include statutory language to:

1. Create an 11-member Wisconsin Information Services Council, attached to the
Department of Administration for administrative purposes. Provide that the Council would sunset
on June 30, 1999,

2. Specify that the Council would consist of the following members: (a) six members
appointed by the Governor; (b) five additional members, one of whom shall be appointed by each
of the following: the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the President of the Senate, the Senate
Minority Leader, the Speaker of the Assembly and the Assembly Minority Leader. Stipulate that
the members appointed to the Council must have an interest in: (a) creating a private sector
service to televise the proceedings and activities of the three branches of Wisconsin state
government and public events of statewide interest; and (b) raising nonstate funds for the
operation of the service.

3. Require the Council to: (a) develop, or contract for the development of, a plan for
one or more private sector entities to operate a Wisconsin Information Service to televise the
proceedings and activities of the three branches of Wxsconsm state government and public events
of statewide interest; and (b) raise nonstate funds or in-kind contributions to cover the costs of
developing the plan if the plan is prepared by a contractor.

4.  Specify that the Council’s plan must include all of the following: (a) details on the
governance of the Wisconsin Information Service, rules of operation, recording and maintaining
signals, and providing nonstate sources of funding for operation of the service; (b) a requirement
that the entity operating the Service operate it in a nonpartisan manner, distribute its video and
audio transmissions as broadly as possible, and allow use of excerpts of its video and audio
transmissions by representatives of news media that regularly publish or broadcast reports

- available to the general public; (c) a description of what equipment will need to be purchased for

the operation of the Service; and (d) a description of how the activities of the Service would
relate to broadcasting activities of state government, including the Educational Communications
Board and the University of Wisconsin-Extension.

Motion #3062 -1-
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5. Specify that the Council must submit its plan to the Secretary of the DOA and the
Joint Committee on Legislative Organization by June 30, 1999.

6. Provide that DOA shall lease state equipment and space needed for the Service, for
a nominal fee, to one or more private corporations that will operate the Service, subject to the
plan described above, and following approval of the plan by the Secretary of DOA and the Joint
Committee on Legislative Organization.

7. Require DOA to purchase equipment and wiring for the Wisconsin Information
Service and create in DOA a new SEG-funded, continuing appropriation funded from the
Information Technology Investment Fund (ITIF) for this purpose. Provide that no funds be
appropriated from the ITIF at this time. Instead, authorize the Joint Committee on Finance to
provide funds from the ITIF to this new appropriation upon receiving a recommendation to do
so from the Joint Committee on Legislative Organization, based on a determination by the Joint
Committee on Legislative Organization that there are one or more private corporations that will
operate the Service.

8.  Authorize the Joint Committee on Legislative Organization to approve a plan for the
operation of the Service and to recommend the expenditure of funds from the new SEG-funded
appropriation established to purchase equipment and wiring to be used for the Service.

Note:

This motion would incorporate provisions similar to those that were included in 1995
Senate Bill 397, which was introduced by the Legislative Council. The provisions that were
included in SB 397 would be modified only to the extent of modifying the sunset date for the
Wisconsin Information Service Council and changing the procedure for appropriation of funds
from the ITIF.

This motion would establish a temporary, two-year Wisconsin Information Service Council
to develop or contract for the development of a plan to have one or more private entities operate
the Wisconsin Information Service. The Service would televise the proceedings and activities
of the three branches of Wisconsin state government and public events of statewide interest. A
new SEG-funded, continuing appropriation would be created under DOA to fund the equipment
and wiring costs associated with the establishment of the Service. The Joint Committee on
Finance would be authorized to provide funding from the ITIF to the new appropriation once it

" had received a recommendation from the Joint Committee on Legislative Organization to do so

based on JCLO's determination that one or more private corporations that will operate the
Service.

Motion #3062 -2-
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It is estimated that the cost of purchasing equipment and wiring for the Wisconsin
Information Service would total $800,000 and that this cost would be funded from the ITIF under
a three-year master lease arrangement. Depending upon the final actual cost of the equipment
and wiring and when the purchases are actually made, an appropriation of approximately
$300,000 from the ITIF might be required in 1998-99 for the first of a three-year master lease
payment requirement.
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Representative Kaufert
Senator Jauch
Senator Panzer

- LEGISLATURE

Creation of WILIS as a Legislative Service Agency

Motion:
Move to include statutory language to:

(1) Establish the current WILIS staff function under the Legislature as a separate
legislative service agency to be known as the Integrated Legislative Information System Staff,
headed by a director. Specify that the service agency would be strictly nonpartisan and must at
all times observe the confidential nature of data and information originated, maintained or
processed by electronic equipment supported by it. Provide a GPR-funded biennial appropriation
for the agency set at the appropriation amounts in the current WILIS appropriation. Transfer
current WILIS staff to the staff of the new service agency and clarify that certain members of
the current WILIS staff who have restoration rights in the classified service would continue to
have such rights upon becoming staff in the new service agency.

(2)  Specify that the duties of the new service agency would be to provide and coordinate
information technology support and services to the legislative branch. Repeal a current law
provision directing the Legislative Reference Bureau to coordinate and administer the scheduling
and use of computer programs and machines for the legislative branch and to provide and
maintain a data system to meet the Legislature’s text processing and related needs.

(3)  Specify that the director of the new service agency (who would be appointed by the
Joint Committee on Legislative Organization (JCLO)) would be required to direct the operations
of staff; employe, train and supervise agency personnel; supervise all expenditures of the agency;
oversee the execution and completion of all contracts for information technology-related
equipment, software and services; plan for and execute the electronic information programs and
services needed within the legislative branch; and participate in such midwest and national
meetings and organizations as will benefit the operations of the new agency. Assign the director
of the new service agency to executive salary group 5, provide that the director would set staff
salaries and specify that the director and all staff of the new agency would be in the unclassified
service.

(4)  Provide that JCLO shall be the policy-making board for the new service agency.
Clarify that JCLO would determine the types of tasks to be assigned to the new service agency,

Motion #7051 (over)



approve its budget and promulgate any administrative rules required for the proper operation of
the agency.

(5) Authorize JCLO to designate a joint committee or another body within the legislative
branch to oversee the provision of information technology support and services by the new
service agency. Repeal a current provision authorizing JCLO to designate an officer of the
Senate or Assembly or a director of a legislative service agency to administer expenses and
supervise the current WILIS staff function.

(6) Specify that the new service agency would receive one copy each of the following
official documents under s. 35.84: the Wisconsin Statutes (hard cover and soft cover);
Annotations; and Laws of Wisconsin.

In addition, move to provide $117,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $156,000 GPR in 1998-99 in
the new appropriation and authorize 3.0 FTE additional positions (1.0 GPR unclassified director
and 2.0 GPR unclassified staff) for the new service agency.

Note:

This motion would reconstitute the current WILIS staff function as a separate legislative
service agency, under the general supervision of a director, who could appoint subordinate staff
and fix their salaries. Under current law provisions, JCLO would also appoint the director of the
new service agency. The director would be assigned to the ESG 5 salary range (currently
$59,646 to $91,707 annually). All staff in the new service agency would be unclassified, as are
the present WILIS staff. JCLO would be the general policy-making board for the new agency
and would approve its proposed budgets. JCLO would also be authorized to designate another
joint committee in the Legislature or any other body within the legislative branch to oversee the
provision of IT support and services by the new service agency. The motion also authorizes and
funds an unclassified director and two other unclassified staff positions.

[Change to Bill: $273,000 GPR and 3.0 GPR positions]
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LEGISLATURE

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Title

NCSL Milwaukee Meeting Appropriation
Legislative Reference Bureau
LFB Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

Title

Legislative Audit Bureau
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Paper #548 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997
m

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Base Level Funding and Position Reductions
(Lieutenant Governor)

[LFB Summary: Page 373, #2]

GOVERNOR

.As part of base level funding and position reductions in the Office of the Lieutenant

- Govemor, delete 0.25 FTE classified position authority and $6,300 GPR annually of associated
- salary and fringe benefits funding.

MODIFICATION TO BILL

Delete 0.25 FTE unclassified position authority and $6,300 GPR annually of associated
salary and fringe benefits funding.

Explanation: All of the Office’s 8.0 GPR base level positions are in the unclassified
service. The modification provides that the recommended deletion of 0.25 FTE position
authority be for an unclassified position in the Office.

Prepared by: Tony Mason
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BURKE N A
DECKER N A
GEORGE N A
JAUCH N A
WINEKE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
COWLES N A
PANZER N A
[JENSEN N A
OURADA N A
HARSDORF N A
ALBERS N A
GARD N A
KAUFERT N A
LINTON N A
COGGS N A
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LFB Summary Item for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

TItem # Title

1 Standard Budget Adjustments




